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Abstract
The Atlas Narodov Mira has been used extensively to investigate the effects of ethnic
divisions, but little is known about how it defines ethnicity. Most theories of ethnicity
emphasize the tendency of group members to marry within the group (endogamy). This note
surveys studies of ethnic intermarriage to evaluate whether the groups in the Atlas: (1) are
endogamous and (2) have no endogamous subgroups. I find that the groups are generally
endogamous but there are a number of cases of groups with endogamous subgroups.
Therefore, the data tend to underestimate ethnic divisions.
I thank V. V. Chari and seminar participants at the 2001 SED Conference in Stockholm, Federal Reserve Banks of Cleveland
and Minneapolis, University of Minnesota and Louisiana State University for helpful comments. Igor Livshits kindly provided
Russian translation. This paper is a revised portion of my thesis and was completed while I was a member of the faculty of
Louisiana State University. The views expressed in this paper are solely those of the author and not necessarily those of the U.S.
Bureau of Economic Analysis or the U.S. Department of Commerce.
Citation: Bridgman, Benjamin, (2008) "What Does the Atlas Narodov Mira Measure?." Economics Bulletin, Vol. 10, No. 6 pp.
1-8
Submitted: April 21, 2008.  Accepted: April 28, 2008.
URL: http://economicsbulletin.vanderbilt.edu/2008/volume10/EB-08J10005A.pdf1. Introduction
A large number of studies have used the data in the Atlas Narodov Mira (1964) to
examine the e®ects of ethnicity. (A notable example is Easterly and Levine (1997).)
The Atlas's data are useful since they are comprehensive and mitigate the endogeneity
problems that using more recent data su®er from.
However, the Atlas only provides a list of population by ethnicity with no doc-
umentation of its methodology. Many have questioned the validity of the data (Fearon
2003, Alesina, et al. 2003, Posner 2004). For example, the data list Rwanda as being
ethnically homogeneous.
This note investigates whether the data in the Atlas correspond to a commonly
used indicator of ethnic di®erence: the likelihood of marrying within the group (en-
dogamy). An ethnic group is a set of people (1) that are endogamous and (2) for which
no endogamous subgroup exists. I survey the empirical literature on intermarriage to
determine whether the ethnic groups in the Atlas satisfy these criteria. Violations of the
¯rst criteria are minor, while violations of the second are often signi¯cant. Therefore,
the data tend to underestimate the degree of ethnic divisions.
2. Ethnicity and Intermarriage
I use the degree of intermarriage as an indicator of ethnic di®erence. Social scientists
often use it as a measure of assimilation (e.g. Price and Zubrzycki (1962) and McCaa
(1989)). It also matches popular understanding of ethnicity. In the United States in the
early 20th Century, recent European immigrant groups were endogamous and considered
ethnically distinct (Angrist 2002). Americans of European background are now largely
indistinguishable in their marriage patterns and are no longer distinct (Lieberson and
Waters 1988).
Most work using the data has examined interethnic con°ict, where ethnicity is a
vehicle for collective action that may harm or exclude outsiders. Children of ethnic group
members are generally presumed to be members (Fearon 2006). If two groups have a high
degree of intermarriage, it will di±cult to maintain distinction between them since so
many people will be able to claim membership to both groups. Groups with a hereditary
basis are more e®ective coalitions since it is easier to prevent free riding (Caselli and
Coleman 2006).
3. Evaluating the Data
If ethnic cleavages were not important in marriage choices, the amount of intermarriage
in diverse countries should be higher than in more homogenous ones since there is more
1Table I: Exogamy
Country (Year) Obs. Exogamy Exp. Exogamy IR
Australia (1975) 10.9 34.9 68.8
Australia (1986) 12.1 36.2 66.6
Canada (1971) 45 86.0 47.7
Finland (1990) 6.7 10.0 33.0
France (1968) 4.8 13.1 63.4
Kenya (1989) 7.0 88.5 92.1
Mauritius (1995) 6.6 46.3 85.7
Netherlands (1999) 13.0 31.7 59.0
N. Ireland (1971) 1.2 47.0 97.4
Singapore (1962-8) 5.25 42.0 87.5
Singapore (1980-4) 5.9 41.6 85.8
Sweden (1993) 14.0 21.1 33.6
Togo (1988) 23.5 67.4 65.1
Turkey (1993-8) 2.4 23.9 90.0
United Kingdom (1983) 0.8 8.5 90.6
United States (2000) 5.5 40.0 86.3
W. Germany (1961) 4.5 2.4 -87.5
W. Germany (1980) 9.8 13.8 29.0
Yugoslavia (1962) 12.7 74.1 82.9
Yugoslavia (1989) 13.0 80.2 83.8
opportunity for such marriages. So the actual level of exogamy (intermarriage) must
be compared with a reference level to determine if groups are endogamous. I use the
expected amount of exogamy if matching were completely random, assuming that the
number of (non-polygamous) marriageable men and women in a group is proportional
to total population. I calculate the probability that a random woman and random
man are members of the same ethnic group, taking the overall population shares as the
distribution of ethnic groups. Formally, if ni is the population share of group i, then
expected exogamy (EE) is given by: 1 ¡
P
i n2
i. (This indicator has also been called
Ethnolinguistic Fractionalization (ELF)). To facilitate comparisons across countries, I
also calculate an aggregate version of Benini's Index of Repulsion (IR): IR = EE¡OE
EE ¤
100, where OE is Observed Exogamy. Higher values of IR indicates a higher degree of
endogamy, with 100 meaning perfect endogamy, 0 random matching and -100 perfect
exogamy.
This measure has the advantage of giving an aggregate statistic to summarize
2the degree of endogamy without requiring detailed data on the matrix of exogamous
marriages. It does not provide information about whether individual groups are endog-
amous or not. A number of methods, many requiring signi¯cant microdata, have been
developed to analyze individual ethnic cleavages. (See Kalmijn (1998) for a survey).
However, a high reading provides evidence that ethnic cleavages are present while a low
reading is evidence that some of the identi¯ed categories are not signi¯cant boundaries.
Table I reports the actual and expected levels of exogamy. (Sources are given in
the appendix). Generally, the level of exogamy is much lower than would be expected if
marriages were random, suggesting that ethnicity is an important factor in the choice of
marriage partners.
The area where the Atlas tends to identify groups that are not endogamous as
separate is among immigrants. Finland, Sweden, West Germany and Canada show a
high degree of immigrant assimilation (each have an IR below 50). In Canada, migrants
from the British Isles and Scandinavia have very similar marriage patterns to native
born Anglophone Canadians (Richard 1991). In Finland and Sweden, most immigrants
are from culturally similar Scandinavian countries. West Germany even shows strong
exogamy in 1961, a result of very unbalanced sex ratios in the small guestworker minority
(Kane 1989).
The evidence suggests that the Atlas's groups, aside from some small immi-
grant groups, are endogamous. However, there are a number of endogamous subgroups
within the groups. There is strong religious endogamy within the Atlas's categories in
Lebanon (Klat and Khudr 1986) and Ireland (O'Leary 2001) and racial endogamy in
Brazil (Schwarcz 2003). Among the di®erent religious groups in the Lebanese \Arab"
category (Sunni and Shiite Muslim, Druze, and Christian), the IR is a very high 81.6.
Similar results obtain for Irish Catholics and Protestants (an IR of 72.8) and Brazilians
of di®erent races (an IR of 61.0).
Ideally, we would like to \¯x" all the observations to examine the quantitative
impact of incorrectly identi¯ed groups, but data limitations prevent that exercise. I
adjust as many observations as possible.
The most commonly used measure of ethnic divisions is ELF. Table II reports
di®erent ELF measures. The ¯rst column reports ELF using the original data. The
second adjusts the Atlas data using information from the auxiliary data. Speci¯cally, for
countries where data is incorrectly grouped together (\groupers"), categories are split in
the same proportions as in the auxiliary data. For countries that incorrectly split groups
apart (\separators"), groups in the Atlas's data are combined. The third column reports
ELF only using the auxiliary data since they often omit some small categories.
3Table II: ELF Using Adjusted Data
Country Atlas Adjusted Atlas Auxiliary
Groupers
Brazil 7 57 54
Ireland 4 11 7
Lebanon 13 65 66
Separators
Canada 75 70 65
Finland 16 1 0
Sweden 8 0 0
W. Germany 3 0 0
The tendency of the Atlas data is to underestimate the level of ethnic divisions.
The separators tend to separate out assimilating immigrant groups that are small so
the e®ect ELF is also small. On the other hand, large groups are grouped together,
which has a signi¯cant e®ect. Empirical research that utilizes the Atlas's data will likely
underestimate the e®ect of ethnic divisions.
Appendix: Intermarriage Data
This appendix reports the the sources of the intermarriage data used in Table I.
Australia McCaa (1989).
Canada Richard (1991).
Finland O'Leary and Finnas (2002).




Northern Ireland Lee (1994).
Singapore Hassan and Benjamin (1973).
4Sweden Cretser (1999).
Togo Gage-Brandon and Meekers (1995).
Turkey Gunduz-Hosgor and Smits (2002).
United Kingdom Cretser (1990).
United States U.S. Bureau of the Census.
West Germany Kane (1989).
Yugoslavia Botev (1994).
References
Alesina, A., A. Devleeschauwer, W. Easterly, S. Kurlat and R. Wacziarg (2003) \Frac-
tionalization" Journal of Economic Growth 8, 155-94.
Angrist, J. (2002) \How do sex ratios a®ect marriage and labor markets: Evidence from
America's second generation" Quarterly Journal of Economics 117, 997-1038.
Atlas Narodov Mira (1964) Miklukho-Maklai Ethnological Institute at the Department
of Geodesy and Cartography of the State Geological Committee of the Soviet Union:
Moscow.
Barbara, A. (1989) Marriage Across Frontiers, trans. D. E. Kennard, Multilingual Mat-
ters: Clevedon.
Botev, N. (1994) \Where East meets West: Ethnic intermarriage in the former Yu-
goslavia 1962 to 1989" American Sociological Review 59, 461-480.
Caselli, F. and J. Coleman (2006) \On the theory of ethnic con°ict" mimeo, London
School of Economics.
Cretser, G. A. (1990) \Intermarriage between 'white' Britons and immigrants from the
New Commonwealth and Pakistan" Journal of Comparative Family Studies 21, 227-
238.
Cretser, G. A. (1999) \Cross-national marriage in Sweden: Immigration and assimilation
1971-1993" Journal of Comparative Family Studies 30, 363-380.
5Easterly, W. and R. Levine (1997) \Africa's growth tragedy: Policies and ethnic divi-
sions" Quarterly Journal of Economics 109, 1203-1250.
Eisenbach, Z. (1992) \Marriage and fertility in the process of integration: Intermar-
riage among origin groups in Israel" in Population and Social Change in Israel by C.
Goldscheider, ed., Westview Press: Boulder, 131-147.
Ezeh, A. C. (1997) \Polygyny and reproductive behavior in Sub-Saharan Africa: A
contextual analysis" Demography 34, 355-368.
Fearon, J. (2003) \Ethnic and cultural diversity by country" Journal of Economic Growth
8, 195-222.
Fearon, J. (2006) \Ethnic mobilization and ethnic violence" in Oxford Handbook of Po-
litical Economy by B.R. Weingast and D. Wittman, eds., Oxford University Press:
Oxford, 852-868.
Gage-Brandon, A. J. and D. Meekers (1995) \Changing dynamics of family formation:
Women's status and nuptiality in Togo" in Women and Demographic Change in Sub-
Saharan Africa by P. Makinwa-Adebusoye and A.-M. Jensen, eds., International Union
for the Scienti¯c Study of Population: Liege, 15-38.
Gunduz-Hosgor, A. and J. Smits (2002) \Intermarriage between Turks and Kurds in
contemporary Turkey: Interethnic relations in an urbanizing environment" European
Sociological Review 18, 417-32.
Hassan, R. and G. Benjamin (1973) \Ethnic outmarriage rates in Singapore: The in°u-
ence of traditional socio-cultural organization" Journal of Marriage and the Family
35, 731-738.
Harmsen, C. N. (1999) \Cross-cultural marriages" Statistics Netherlands Monthly Bul-
letin of Population Statistics 47, 17-22.
Kane, T. T. (1989) Streams of Change: Fertility, Nuptiality, and Assimilation of Guest-
worker Populations in the Federal Republic of Germany, Garland Publishing: New
York.
Kalmijn, M. (1998) \Intermarriage and homogamy" Annual Review of Sociology 24,
395-421.
Klat, M. and A. Khudr (1986) \Religious endogamy and consanguinity in marriage
patterns in Beirut Lebanon" Social Biology 33, 138-145.
6Lee, S. M. (1988) \Intermarriage and ethnic relations in Singapore" Journal of Marriage
and the Family 50, 255-265.
Lee, B. M. (1994) Mixed and Matched: Interreligious Courtship and Marriage in North-
ern Ireland, University Press of America: Lanham.
Lieberson, S. and M.C. Waters (1988) From Many Strands: Ethnic and Racial Groups
in Contemporary America, Russell Sage Foundation: New York.
McCaa, R. (1989) \Isolation or assimilation?: A log linear interpretation of Australian
marriages 1947-60, 1975, and 1986" Population Studies 43, 155-162.
O'Leary, R. (2001) \Modernization and religious intermarriage in the Republic of Ire-
land" British Journal of Sociology 52, 647-665.
O'Leary, R. and F. Finnas (2002) \Education, social integration and minority-majority
group intermarriage" Sociology 36, 235-254.
Nave, A. (2000) \Marriage and the maintenance of ethnic group boundaries: The case
of Mauritius" Ethnic and Racial Studies 23, 329-352.
Posner, D. N. (2004) \Measuring ethnic fractionalization in Africa" American Journal
of Political Science 48, 849-863.
Price, C. A. and J. Zubrzycki (1962) \The use of intermarriage statistics as an index of
assimilation" Population Studies 16, 58-69.
Richard, M. A. (1991) Ethnic Groups and Marital Choices: Ethnic History and Marital
Assimilation 1871 and 1971 UBC Press: Vancouver.
Schwarcz, L. M. (2003) \Not black, not white: Just the opposite. Culture, race and
national identity in Brazil" University of Oxford Centre for Brazilian Studies Working
Paper CBS-47-03.
Tribalat, M. (1992) \How many people in France are of foreign descent?" Population:
An English Selection 4, 55{73.
7